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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Raz et al. (6,606,743). 

Claims 9 and 1 

As to claims 9 and 1, Raz et al. disclose in figure 1 and 2, a system, comprising: 
a memory (30); a controller (16) coupled to the memory (30); a stack (12) that exists in 
the memory (30); wherein the memory (30) further comprises a cache memory (35, see 
column 3, lines 66-67) and a main memory (30); and wherein the controller adjusts its 
management policies depending on whether data that is being removed corresponds to 
a predetermined word in a cache line (see column 4, lines 19-36). 

Claims 10 and 2 

As to claims 10 and 2, Raz et al. disclose in column 4, lines 19-36, wherein the 
predetermined word is the first word in the cache line. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 11, 12, 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Raz et al. (6,606,743) in view of Rowlands et al. (6,748,495). 

Claims 11. 12. 3 and 4 

As to claims 1 1 , 12, 3 and 4, Raz et al. disclose the elements as claimed except 
Raz et al. fails to teach the limitation of wherein the cache line is invalidated and 
wherein the invalidated cache line is queued for replacement by a replacement 
policy . 

Rowlands et al. disclose in column 7, lines 18-27, wherein the cache line is 
invalidated and wherein the invalidated cache line is queued for replacement by a 
replacement policy. 

Raz et al. and Rowlands et al. are analogous art because they are from same 
field of endeavor of computer processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include wherein the invalidated cache line is queued for replacement by 
a replacement policy. 
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The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provides the random 
number generator circuit is used to generate a replacement way for a cache, (see 
column 2, lines 28-29 of Rowlands et al.)- 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Rowlands et al. with Raz et al. 
for the invalidated cache line is queued for replacement by a replacement policy to 
obtain the invention as specified in claims 11, 12, 3 and 4. 

5. Claims 13 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Raz et al. (6,606,743) in view of Rowlands et al. (6,748,495) as applied to claims 12 and 
4 above, and further in view of Taylor etal. (5,699,551). 
Claims 13 and 5 

As to claims 13 and 5, Raz et al. in view of Rowlands et al. disclose the elements 
as claimed except Raz et al. in view of Rowlands et al. fails to teach the limitation of 
wherein the replacement policy is LRU. 

Taylor et al. disclose in column 7, lines 53-54, wherein the replacement based on 
an algorithm such as Least Recently Used (LRU). 

Raz et al., Rowlands et al. and Taylor et al. are analogous art because they are 
from same field of endeavor of computer processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include wherein the replacement policy is LRU. 
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The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provides a cache 
memory system for use in a general purpose computer, (see column 4, lines 47-48 of 
Taylor et al.). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Taylor et al. with Raz et al. 
and Rowlands et al. for wherein the replacement policy is LRU to obtain the invention as 
specified in claims 13 and 5. 

6. Claims 14, 15, 6 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Raz et al. (6,606,743) in view of Vanka et al. (5,479,636). 
Claims 14 and 6 

As to claims 14 and 6, Raz et al. disclose the elements as claimed except Raz et 
al. fails to teach the limitation of wherein the predetermined word is the last word in 
the cache line. 

Vanka et al. disclose in column 12, lines 13-17, wherein the predetermined word 
is the last word in the cache line. 

Raz et al. and Vanka et al. are analogous art because they are from same field of 
endeavor of computer processor system. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include wherein the predetermined word is the last word in the cache 
line. 
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The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provides a 
concurrent cache line replacement method and apparatus, (see column 2, lines 41-42 
of Vanka etal.). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Vanka et al. with Raz et al. for 
wherein the predetermined word is the last word in the cache line to obtain the invention 
as specified in claims 14 and 6. 

Claims 15 and 7 

As to claims 15 and 7, Raz et al. in view of Vanka et al. are applied supra, and 
Vanka et al. further disclose in column 2, lines 22-35, wherein the cache line is a dirty 
cache line. 

7. Claims 16 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Raz et al. (6,606,743) in view of Vanka et al. (5,479,636) as applied to claims 15 and 7 
above, and further in view of Taylor et al. (5,699,551 ). 
Claims 16 and 8 

As to claims 16 and 8, Raz et al. in view of Vanka et al. disclose the elements as 
claimed except Raz et al. in view of Vanka et al. fails to teach the limitation of wherein 
the dirty cache line is invalidated if the predetermined word in the dirty cache line 
is the first word. 

Taylor et al. disclose in column 16, lines 37-43, wherein the dirty cache line is 
invalidated if the predetermined word in the dirty cache line is the first word. 
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Raz et al., Vanka et al. and Taylor et al. are analogous art because they are from 
same field of endeavor of computer processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to include the dirty cache line is invalidated if the predetermined word in 
the dirty cache line is the first word. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provides a cache 
memory system for use in a general purpose computer, (see column 4, lines 47-48 of 
Taylor et al.). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Taylor et al. with Raz et al. 
and Vanka et al. for wherein the dirty cache line is invalidated if the predetermined word 
in the dirty cache line is the first word to obtain the invention as specified in claims 16 
and 8. 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lawrence W. Luk whose telephone number is 571-272- 
2080. The examiner can normally be reached on 7 a.m. to 5 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Donald Sparks can be reached on (571)272-4201. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

LWL 

March 15, 2006 
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